Richard Fazzini was one of the first colleagues whom I had the pleasure to guide in the Egyptian gallery of the Hermitage as its keeper. At that time, he was much engaged in excavations of the precinct of Mut at Karnak and, of course, an inscription on the Hermitage statue of Amenemhat III that may be interpreted-or not-as the earliest known record of Mut was one of the subjects of our discussions. More than 15 years have passed since that time, but the problem of the beginning of the cult of Mut is not much clearer now than it was in the eighties, and the nature of the "Hermitage vulture" still remains obscure. This makes me write this small paper and dedicate it to Richard, an excellent museum Egyptologist and a kind and brave man.
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A statue of Amenemhat III in the Hermitage Museum ( fig. 1) 1 occupies a special place in the history of Egyptology: a comparison of its face ( fig. 2) Very little was done for the study and interpretation of the statue after Golénischeff, in spite of its obvious importance as one of the best portraits of Amenemhat III, attributed to him not only stylistically but also on the grounds of inscriptional evidence. Although its general view was repeatedly reproduced (mainly by means of reprinting Golénischeff's photograph), 5 only one publication touched upon the inscriptions-and in a very unsatisfactory manner. In the catalogue of Egyptian sculpture in the Hermitage by Lapis and Matthieu (the entry written by the latter), the vulture signs are lacking in the handwritten copy of the texts and their existence is not reflected in the translation either 6 -the mistakes unfortunately characteristic of that poorly published and badly edited book. Traces of the signs, however, are visible on a photograph in a picture-book The inadequateness of publications might be the reason why the inscriptions were not discussed as a possible source for the early history of the cult of Mut for a long time. Only 65 years after Golénischeff, Vandier devoted some words to them in Manuel d'archéologie égyptienne, 8 but since he had never seen the original, he entirely relied upon Golénischeff's reading and understanding. Due to the alleged presence of Mut, Vandier supposed that the statue came from Thebes (i.e., from the temple of Mut at Karnak). Thirty more years passed, and at last the Hermitage sculpture was discussed by Fay in her most thorough manner 9 as the closest parallel to the figure of Amenemhat V from the sanctuary of Heqaib at Elephantine split between the museums of Vienna and Aswan. 10 According to her, the two monuments are so similar that they seem to have been made in the same workshop; however, she definitely and convincingly discarded the possibility of the manufacture of the Hermitage statue in a Theban workshop (although admitted that it could have been made for Thebes elsewhere) and cast doubt on the interpretation of the vulture sign as the name of Mut. 11 In a later paper, Fay demonstrated that the "slight upward pull at the corners of the lips" of the St. Petersburg statue is characteristic of the images of Amenemhat III produced in Lower Egyptian workshops. 12 In a paper by Polz devoted to the statuary of the last kings of Dyn. 12, it is mentioned as an example of the "stilisierende Stil" in the sculpture of Amenemhat III, 13 but is not interpreted at all. Thus, although there is obvious progress concerning the artistic aspect of the issue, a new discussion of the inscriptions is no doubt a must.
The inscriptions ( fig. 3) are identical, placed symmetrically on the front surface of the throne at either side of the king's legs and continued on the horizontal upper surface of the base; 14 unfortunately, the front of the base, with feet and the terminal parts of the inscriptions, is lost. 
